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REPLY BRIEF OF APPEALANT 
STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 
This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §78A-3-102(3), Utah Code Ann. 
§78A-4-103(2). 
INTRODUCTION 
After reading the Appellees1 brief, it would be difficult if not impossible to explain 
within the 25 page reply brief limit all the Appellees1 twists and turns they have done in 
their response brief. Also, Appellants do not wish to rehash all the lower court arguments 
when we are simply asking to correct errors and/or try this case properly,, as it was not 
done properly by Plaintiffs' previous counsel. Therefore, the Appellants have decided to 
limit their reply to this simple 5 page presentation. 
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ISSUES PRESENTED-
All issues and Standards of Review were presented in the Appellants' brief. 
Appellants have no new issues other than our objection to the Appellees1 brief, and in 
particular, to the Appellees making false statements alleging that Plaintiffs have conceded 
on the issue of the word "discharged" having been used in place of "terminate" as they 
pertain to the BLA (Basic Labor Agreement). This will be addressed below along with a 
few other problems noted in the Appellees1 brief. 
< >n Page S in ilnn 6 ol" Appellees" reply brief they raise a 6th amendment topic. We 
do not understand why this was put forward, as this is not a criminal lawsuit. 
We the Pro Se Appellants object to the brief entered by the Appellees because the 
lower court (not to rehash all the arguments of the lower court, and bog the appeal court 
down with more paper work). The Appellees have not shown any clear and transparent 
authentic certifiable accounting records nor .unv other aulhenlir documenls exeepl ihc 
ones created by the defendant attorney, Allen Young, which were self-serving documents. 
These were produced with the express purpose of deceiving Allen Young's clients. 
Appellees claimed in their brief that Appellant 1J la inti lis did nol shovs datum's, 
hut Plaintiffs did show that the formula used by Defendants to calculate lost wages was 
incorrect. It is that incorrect formula that shows damages to all Plaintiffs for whom the 
formula was used to calculate each respective Plaintiffs wages. Each Plaintiif s damages 
would be different from the next, and therefore, it is not possible to show a conclusive 
amount until the formula is corrected and reapplied to each individual Plaintiff. However, 
• ' 2-5 
the fact that Allen Young's formula is incorrect is sufficient to show damages did in fact 
occur. We object to Appellees' attempt at passing off this nuance as having not shown 
damages. Also, the fact that the vacation pay issue was misconstrued and vacation pay 
was in fact owed also shows damages, and again, each of the damages would be unique 
to each Plaintiff. 
On page 3 of the Appellee brief in Item 2, they state that the Plaintiffs conceded 
that Plaintiffs were discharged on August 31,1987, and therefore did not meet the 
requirements of Section 12-A-3 of the BLA that they be employed as of January 1,1988 
in order to receive vacation pay in 1988. It is unknown why the Appellees have made this 
false statement. Plaintiffs never agreed nor conceded that they were "discharged" at any 
time, and have always maintained they were "terminated". Plaintiffs have maintained 
from the beginning that they were terminated, not discharged; just as Judge Jenkins ruled. 
It is very important that this court take notice that nowhere in the BLA does it state that 
you have to be employed January 1,1988 in order to receive 1987 vacation pay in 1988. 
As before, we challenge the defendant attorneys to show this court where in the BLA this 
statement appears. Also, Plaintiffs never said any appendices in the BLA would amend 
Section 12 A3 of the BLA. However, Appendix R simply gives three more ways to 
become eligible for vacation. On these issues, Judge Pat Brian incorrectly granted 
defendant's motion for summary judgment, saying the Plaintiffs were "'effectively 
discharged" and not working January 1,1988. The Plaintiffs showed Judge Roth the 
correct way the BLA was written, and he failed to change Judge Pat Brain's ruling. 
On page 6 in line 10 of Appellees1 brief, Appellees use the word "Varying". This 
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use of the word 'Varying" is not a proper perspective because Judge Jenkins had ruled 
that the idling Plaintiffs' measure of relief was to be as if they had remained active 
employees who were 'terminated1 when Geneva was sold to BM&T in August of 1987. 
Therefore, it is equally improper to formulate Plaintiffs relief upon any other number 
including any variable number other than the .58, which corresponds to 212 working days 
of the year. Defendants have used .53 to calculate relief, which corresponds to an 
incorrect calculation of 198 days, and therefore violates the Jenkins ruling. 
As a final note, while the defendants have included a list of Plaintiffs in their 
response brief, it is not an accurate list. In this reply brief, we have included the correct 
list of all parties who have gone pro se and signed a joinder. 
CONCLUSION 
It is these types of continued misstatements and misrepresentations by the 
Appellees and their refusal to produce transparent and certifiable accounting transaction 
records that the Plaintiff Appellants object to, including the Defendant attorneys' attempt 
to use the law to circumvent the law. The Defendants are attempting to avoid the issues 
on appeal by trying to divert to some new issues, and by twisting the meaning and value 
of current issues. 
A new trial would expose the Defendants and force them to pay the Plaintiffs the 
monies that the Defendants know are owed to Plaintiffs. If Plaintiffs' counsel had not 
been deficient in exposing these issues, Plaintiffs would have prevailed in the lower 
court, and also if the lower court had corrected the errors, the outcome would have been 
different. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this March 18,2009. 
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§78A-4-103(2). 
INTRODUCTION 
After reading the Appellees' brief, it would be difficult if not impossible to explain 
within the 25 page reply brief limit all the Appellees' twists and turns they have done in 
their response brief. Also, Appellants do not wish to rehash all the lower court arguments 
when we are simply asking to correct errors and/or try this case properly, as it was not 
done properly by Plaintiffs' previous counsel. Therefore, the Appellants have decided to 
limit their reply to this simple 5 page presentation. 
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ISSUES PRESENTED 
All issues and Standards of Review were presented in the Appellants' brief. 
Appellants have no new issues other than our objection to the Appellees1 brief, and in 
particular, to the Appellees making false statements alleging that Plaintiffs have conceded 
on the issue of the word "discharged" having been used in place of'terminate" as they 
pertain to the BLA (Basic Labor Agreement). This will be addressed below along with a 
few other problems noted in the Appellees' brief 
On Page 5 in item 6 of Appellees1 reply brief they raise a 6th amendment topic. We 
do not understand why this was put forward, as this is not a criminal lawsuit. 
We the Pro Se Appellants object to the brief entered by the Appellees because the 
Appellants understood this appeal was to show this court judicial errors made by the 
lower court (not to rehash all the arguments of the lower court, and bog the appeal court 
down with more paper work). The Appellees have not shown any clear and transparent 
authentic certifiable accounting records nor any other authentic documents except the 
ones created by the defendant attorney, Allen Young, which were self-serving documents. 
These were produced with the express purpose of deceiving Allen Young's clients. 
Appellees claimed in their brief that Appellant Plaintiffs did not show damages, 
but Plaintiffs did show that the formula used by Defendants to calculate lost wages was 
incorrect. It is that incorrect formula that shows damages to all Plaintiffs for whom the 
formula was used to calculate each respective Plaintiffs wages. Each Plaintiffs damages 
would be different from the next, and therefore, it is not possible to show a conclusive 
amount until the formula is corrected and reapplied to each individual Plaintiff. However, 
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the fact that Allen Young's formula is incorrect is sufficient to show damages did in fact 
occur. We object to Appellees1 attempt at passing off this nuance as having not shown 
damages. Also, the fact that the vacation pay issue was misconstrued and vacation pay 
was in fact owed also shows damages, and again, each of the damages would be unique 
to each Plaintiff. 
On page 3 of the Appellee brief in Item 2, they state that the Plaintiffs conceded 
that Plaintiffs were discharged on August 31,1987, and therefore did not meet the 
requirements of Section 12-A-3 of the BLA that they be employed as of January 1,1988 
in order to receive vacation pay in 1988. It is unknown why the Appellees have made this 
false statement. Plaintiffs never agreed nor conceded that they were "discharged" at any 
time, and have always maintained they were 'terminated". Plaintiffs have maintained 
from the beginning that they were terminated, not discharged; just as Judge Jenkins ruled. 
It is very important that this court take notice that nowhere in the BLA does it state that 
you have to be employed January 1,1988 in order to receive 1987 vacation pay in 1988. 
As before, we challenge the defendant attorneys to show this court where in the BLA this 
statement appears. Also, Plaintiffs never said any appendices in the BLA would amend 
Section 12 A3 of the BLA. However, Appendix R simply gives three more ways to 
become eligible for vacation. On these issues, Judge Pat Brian incorrectly granted 
defendant's motion for summary judgment, saying the Plaintiffs were "effectively 
discharged" and not working January 1,1988. The Plaintiffs showed Judge Roth the 
correct way the BLA was written, and he failed to change Judge Pat Brain's ruling. 
On page 6 in line 10 of Appellees' brief, Appellees use the word Varying". This 
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use of the word 'Varying99 is not a proper perspective because Judge Jenkins had ruled 
that the idling Plaintiffs' measure of relief was to be as if they had remained active 
employees who were 'terminated' when Geneva was sold to BM&T in August of 1987. 
Therefore, it is equally improper to formulate Plaintiffs relief upon any other number 
including any variable number other than the .58, which corresponds to 212 working days 
of the year. Defendants have used .53 to calculate relief, which corresponds to an 
incorrect calculation of 198 days, and therefore violates the Jenkins ruling. 
As a final note, while the defendants have included a list of Plaintiffs in their 
response brief, it is not an accurate list. In this reply brief, we have included the correct 
list of all parties who have gone pro se and signed a joinder. 
CONCLUSION 
It is these types of continued misstatements and misrepresentations by the 
Appellees and their refusal to produce transparent and certifiable accounting transaction 
records that the Plaintiff Appellants object to, including the Defendant attorneys' attempt 
to use the law to circumvent the law. The Defendants are attempting to avoid the issues 
on appeal by trying to divert to some new issues, and by twisting the meaning and value 
of current issues. 
A new trial would expose the Defendants and force them to pay the Plaintiffs the 
monies that the Defendants know are owed to Plaintiffs. If Plaintiffs' counsel had not 
been deficient in exposing these issues, Plaintiffs would have prevailed in the lower 
court, and also if the lower court had corrected the errors, the outcome would have been 
different. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this March 18,2009. 
Chilton, pro seFIaintiff 
fff^z^ 
ter, pro se Plaintiff 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I delivered a true and correct copy of the foregoing Joint Appellant 
Reply Brief and Concurrent Objection to Appellees' Brief by hand delivery or pre-paid mail 
on March 18,2009 to the following: 
Richard D. Burbidge (0492) 
Jefferson W. Gross (2278) 
215 South State Street, Suite 920 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
(801) 355-6677 
Attorneys for Defendants and Appellees 
Gerry L. Spence, Lynn C. Harris and 
Spence Moriarty & Schuster 
Michael F. Skolnick (4671) 
KIPP & CHRISTAIN 
10 Exchange Place, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Attorneys for Defendants and Appellees 
Allen K. Young and Young, Kester & Petro 
Gary F. Bendinger (0281) 
Julie Edwards (9536) 
HOWREY, LLP 
170 South Main, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Attorneys for Defendants and Appellees 
Jonah Orlofsky and Plotkin, Jacobs & Orlofsky, Ltd. 
March 18,2009 
Ronald ChiltoOlaurtiff in Pro Se 
Designated |or/(he Plaintiffs 
